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ABMENFMMOLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20844 4),

Avgwust 8, 197

Boeing Comprter Servicea, Incorporatsd .
955 L'Enfunt Placs, North, &,

8ixth Floor

Washington, D.C. 20024

Attentiozt Mr. Dale A, Harrison
Frocurement-Adsinistrative

Maoagar
Gentlemen: .

By letter dated Moy %, 1973, and prior correspondence, you
a8t the avard of a contract to Optimum Bystema, Incorporated
08X), by the Environmental Protection Agency (EP&S, under requeat
for proposals (RFP) Mo, WA 72E-135, The contract was avaxdod zn
Jannary 12, 1973, pursuant to a determination by EFA that there
was & critical need for the l.ervicn inrolved,

Ihe RFP waa oy computer tims-sharing services which would
provide, on a nationhl scale, automatic data processing capability
for EPA'g STORET water cuality data system and various other systems,
Froposals were received from the Boeing Ceaputexr Services, In-
corporated (BCS), which was the incumbent econtractor and froa 05I.
Avard was made to OSI because its “technical and business proposals
were fouxd to be acceptable and because 0SI's proposed rates produced
an svaluated estimated cost apprsciadly lover" than that of BCS.

It 1s your contention that BCS was tho oaly acceptable offeror
undex the RFP, that 0SI Bowus not have the capability to provide the
service required by the RFP, and that the evcluation waa not conducted
in accordance with the provisions set forth ir ths solicitation,
Furthermore, you dispute ETA's determination that 03X wes the low
offeror. We will consider these points separaiely.

Your first contention is thet 0SI's tims-shering syatem, WYLBUR,
oot satisfy the following RFP requirement,

Conversational FORTHAN

A converaatipml YORTRAW IV compatible with ANSI FORTRAN IV
is required.: It is required that users he sble to creats
and update files using the conversationi) FORTRAN which oan
ascess files created and updated in the batch envircoment
and by tha interective editor,
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03X ariginally propoved a "batvh execution monitor™ to »aet tais
requirement, However, OSX aubrequently reviaed itz proposal. to
provide for T60 FORTNAN,which the conlracting officor statei is the
sans conversational FORTRAN system proposed Dy BCH.

You disjputy the statement thet OSI's TD) FORTRAN is the same as
BCS' TS0 FORTRAN, You claim that BCS mady special modifications in
its conversational }YORTRAW system to make it more suitable to FPA's
vequirenents and that IPA would have yealized this had it required
O8I to benchmask its conversatioral FORITAN, You further contend that
EtA's failure to require a benchmarking of 03I's conversatiomal FORTRAN
had a decided irpact on EPA's ability to make a proper coat evaluation,
You state that the use of interactive execution software has the cffect
of degrading the "thru put" of amr computer system and, as a result,
the efficiency of the reat of tho syatem is reduced and tha coat to the

" Government to process other work increases,

In thia regard, OSI estimated in ite revized proposal that "our
hatch throughput cumci.ty will be adverscly impacted by 20 percent,”
You contend that EPA erraed by accapting O51's estimate of the degradation
effact of ita TS)O FOUTRAR without benchmarking, Furtlermore, you claim
that " # & # the complex marriage of T80 to WYLDUR # # % ¥ m bound to
increase the degradation effect,

EFPA yeports that it evaluated OSI's propceal and found that, aa
anended, it eatisficd all requirements for interactive syuvtens, in-
cluding conversationnl FORTRAN, Althoughi OSI did nov initlelly coxuply
with this non-pandatory requirement, it i¢ clear thut after negotiationa
03I agrced to meet the requiremant, Purthermore, we would rot be justified
in takxing exception to ¥PA's determination that the proposed canversational
FORTRAN satisliea the speoificntions and that the depradation effect will
Ye in the rane eatirated by 0SI,mince such determinations ars the primry
vesponaibility of thes procuring activity,

It might have bsen Letier procurement procedure for EPA to htave
required a xerun of the benclimark to confirm compliance with the
specificationa and the impact on cost resulting from degradation of the
"thru put" efficiency. However, we note that the Denchmark Protocol of
the RFP provides as follovws:

In the avent thet a benchuark system is used that differs
from the /offeror's/ proposed system in the items listed
above, then the /offeror/ shall, at the discretion of the
EPA Yroject Officer, rorun one or pore parvs oy the benche
mark on ‘the proposed system when it is avaflable, with the
rurpose of measuring systes paryormance as At affects EPA

billinz. (Underiining supplied,)
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!lmmn the Ascision whwiher to require benchmarking was ' ithin
vhe duontto:. of he Project Officer, and the failure to require
suh banclwarking Joes not atffect the validity of the avard,

'YoumtowtmthI faliled to moat the requirewsnt of the
TP which statist

Job Class and Resource fenaftive Job
Beheduler (Job dtream bannper

fervico time 10 used in thia FFP to refer to the smount
of wall clock tims required from the time a job is read
into the syston |ntil the tine the firat step of tha job
boglns wmcution,

{

The contrector simll provide & sarvice time and resomnrce
sensitive Job scheduling device (Job streaxm ranager) capable
of onsuring service time for tiw specific jobU classos
specified in Table II.

In the event /fan orrorog offers & Jab stream manassr that
differs from tho EPA reguirement then the /offeror/ shall
provide a description of the job clnu he prwiden.md rhall
state wxplicitly the correspondenca between the /orferor's/
Job clasucea and the Job classes tnecified in Table II which
reprosent a profile oﬁ the XPA worzload.

"You cont~nd that EPA erred in mwarding m contract to 03I sinca
it 414 not Lavy a Job rtream manuger avai ahble at the benchwark or ot
the time of awvard, Rather, 03I prorosed Lw following:

08I will malie available &"Job Stream Mansger'within
120 days of avard of ocontract which will provide the
folloving facilities: .

1. Autoxyxtic Job Classificaticn buod on system
TeromICces requived,

'2. JCL Bysitax Check.
3. Yarification of rocedure Libraxy Raferences

. and Data Get References Using Catalog.
% * * * »

.

e



bt
-

-

."

B-1T7793

It ir the position of KPA thel a Job atrewm mavager wvas ot ¢
required to be demonstruted. at tlv benclmark and that 0ST'a paoposed
Job stream ranager vas eavaluated and it was determined that 03)
Yoiseased the capability of providing a job atream maragey within
the 120 days allowed for conversion from the {ncumbent contrastor to
thu new contractor, EPA also notos that a Job atream ranager is not
an ctff.the.shelf item but requires special deaign and ipplementation,
8ince the RFP vas not relessed until March 3, 1972, and proposals
were due on April 17, 1972, IPA contends that it would have been
und;.:ly rustriotive to have required a Job astream manager at the beuche
RERYX, ¢

You atate, hovever, tiat BCS d1d not have a job stream menager
at ths time the RFP waa-issued but that by Lnvesting " # & # gubstantial
time, monoy and effort, # # # " BCS was able t2 have a job strean
mansger aveilable at the benchmerk, Therefore, you claim BCS was
prejudiced by EPA's failure to inform all prospective offerors that s
Job strcem manager wes not required at the benchmaxks, IXf EFA had
dons o, you stata that BCS would bave bean able t¢ improve other
performance featurea of its propoaal,

As EPA points out, there was no requirement in the RFP that a
Job atream maymger be benchmerked, Therefore, 0S1's proposal to make
avilable 2 Job atream manager within the convernion period was not
contrary to the KIP, Wae do not think that it was unxrecasonable for XPA
to dastermine that 08I'a commitmant to make available a job strean
mansger by the end of tho converaion pariod (plus FPA's conclusion
that OSI poassssed the oapability to do so) fulfilled the RI'P requiree
mannt ,

B8ince tho FIP 4id mot specifically call for banchmarking the job
stroam manager, we are umble to conclude that the faoiluwxe to inform
offerors that such benchoarking was not required was prejudicial,
Noreover, we note that BC3' ability to demonstrate a job stream mansger
at the bencixmarks earned it subatantially rore points in the teclniocal
evaluation of this requirecant than 0SI attained,

You further contend that WYLBUR fails to provids the security
acooss levels required in the RFP which reads as followss

Becurity Frocedures

The protestion role of the operuting systom shall be
two-£014. Omy is to perform authorization teats that
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relato user privilege vwith file restzrictions levied by
the file owner ¢ to who may accesn tha file and what
thay smay do with the flle. Tho other xcle {s to psrfomm
walidacion testa thiat identify the user,

File restriction rust be applied in the following freue
of yefersnce for uoers af the systea during ihe teym of
the contrmot whather vperating from lov or high specd
Treaote tenainals or ut 4he contral coaputar site;

(L) Classes of Yile I'eatrictiona

Public (open to sll aubacriburs to the contrector's
mﬂ)o

Belected Private (open only to user or users desige-
- matod by the £ile ovaer),

(2) Miniuum Levels of File Rustrictions

Reed Only (read or oxecutsa; no madification),
Unreatricted (all priwileges, including
on-line delcgmtion/revocation of privileges).

You stace that a " # & & basie charactesistic of '"WYTTUR! is to sllow
elther FULL access or RY acoeas to data files, bus not the sccasa lovels
which are cleariy stated in the R¥P,"

FPA potay initially that the security requirerents are not tone
sidsred critical or randatary, and they are allocnted only 50 poiuts
out of u possidble 110D {n the technical wwmmluation, Althourh the BCS
socurity systen vas ruled hicher than the 03I system, EFA evaluated
0SI'a sycurity system and concluded that it vas in substantial com=
plisnce withy the RFP, Spocificalliy, 1A states that OSI's systea
mocts the RIP? requirements to “identify user,” for "aslected private”
and ﬁmd'm.?c“

¥e find 1o basis to question FPA's determination that 0SI's
proposal. did substantislly comply vith the RFP security requivesants.

You oleo argue thatt

]
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Paragraph B,1,b, (vhich 48 1Gentified 4in thw KFP ws &
"aritical requivement” without which mo award will be
made) requires that "convarsationally used” files be
acoessed 4in n batch mods and vice versa, "WILBUR" to
gain efficiency used ocompresved data, which cannot be
procassed in batch and thorsfory, only wllowaz access to
the files which have been converted to a format
accoptable to batch,

Faragraph B,1.,b requires ¢hats

The contractor's interactive services and batch rervices
shall employ coranon file access mathods so that cone
versationally used filos may be accessed in batch mode
anl vice versa,

Q0X1's WYLBUR Roference hamia)l gives procedures "for transferring

card and tape data seta to VWYLDUR atorage voluses, for directing

bateh program output to WYLTUR data sats, for listing WILBUK data

sots at mmote texminnls, and for accossing WYLBUR dnta sets from batch

éobn." EPA concludes, therefore, thai under OSI's proposed system ‘
® % % users may elect to ctore dats setn either in coopressced or none

vompressed foym, Even when storod in crupressod form to achieve

storag) and editing economien, the date zets can be accessed in the

batch (and vice versa) by WYLDUR utility routines."” We concur, theres

fore, with EPA's determination that this point of your protest is

factually incorroct,

Your next contention is that O8I dosy not have the capability to
provida the service as requirecd by the RFP. You state that 03),
propoded the use of one 370/155 compuier, but that a "single 153
cocputer # # & ginmply does not have the capacity as required by
Tables I and XX or Ly EPA's current work,"

However, XPA statos that it evaluated the ompacity of the proposed
OSI syrtenm in considerable detail and found it to be rdequate. In this
comeoction, the FPA Technical Fvaluaticn Fanel prepared & report dated
June 12, 1972, on the antire evaluation process which included @
"Camparative Analysis of Denclmark Performance as it Relates to Harde
Ware to Mest Expansicn Requiremen’s," Aa a result of this study,
031's rvsten was rated considerably more sfficient than that proposad
by BCB. Although 08I's addition of THO FORTRAN waa considersd aa
reducing the margin of differance, it ‘ms also dstermined that 08I
maintained a significant margin and its cepasity wes clearly adequate.
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Under thy) circuastances, we &0 not think that we possses ‘he ex-
partise jio question te agency's denision on thia issue,

It fa alesd your poaition that 08Y fhiled to meet the experience
rquiremant of the FP. In recard to experience and reliability the
JFP oontains the following critical or mandatory roequirensnt

The contractor shall have been operating, prior o the
insuance of this RFP, a service commsnsurate in size axi
#00pe Lo the current KA workload,

You state that it is your belisf that an evaluation of CS1's
axperience " # # # wil) alearly indicats that any load capability
being processed on a single 360/155 in Palo Alto did not represent a
l::}i:ﬂe‘cﬁnmnnte in eire and scope of the vast current EMA worke
load, .

XM evaluated the prior experience s relishility of 0SY for
the aix-rmonth period prior to the issuance of tha RFP and found it
"commensurate, and in some vespects, superior to tho current EPA
sarvico," In this recard, it wes dotermined that O3I'a range of
workload for the six-month period reior to issuance of the RFP excecded
the then current EPA workload in ell.but one category by a substantia), -
margin, Accordinnly, we think tbat 08T complied wiih the experience .
roquirement of the RFP,

You alao contand that 0SI failed to demonstrate experience on
cortain aritical requirements eithar at the timn the KFP was issuad
or at the banchmariz, Opecifically, you avpuo that OSI fafled to
demonstrute the following speclified capabilities:

1. Mtionwide tslecssswwications metwork
® L & - *

k. Disk Storage
B¢ Sob Btream Menager
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We have previously considervd items 5 and 8 and we see no reascn to
yepoat those discussiona here. In regard to the requirement for a
ationvide teleconmunications network, the RFP doss not require thas
such & network bs demonstrated at the benchmark, Furthermore, the
recoxd indicates that OS5I did use the required types of disk storuge
and did in fact demonatrate a common data bass during the benchmark,

In any event, there wvas no requivemsnt in the RFP for the ofiwmror
to deronatrats experionce in regard f2 oritical requivements, Father
the offeror was advised only that its system must "satiefmotorily
provide" for the critical requirements,

! )

. You also contend ttat ICS, and not 03I, was the iow price nfferor.
You claim that FFA, by accepting e lesser technical performance by OSI
than that requested in the RFP, treated BCS inequitably in evnluating
costs, It 18 your positicn that FFA should have notifisd all offerors
that 4t would accont o lesser system,or, alternatively, it alould have
"% ## carefully derived equalizing faotors # # # to adjust approe
priately the prices quoted for ths responce of 0SI to the technical
spescifications or the RFP," In addition, you believe that the costs
of C3I's and BCH! ;oposed systams were evaluated on the basis it
differcnt periods of use time and are therefore imaccirate, You also
argue that thu benchmayk results indicate that BCS8' proporal offered
a greater auount of work per dollar ("thru put') than did 0SI's, and
that EPA failed to consider this in its evaluation, Finally, you
suagest that in evaluating the respective coat proposals, EPA failed
to consider the current workload volume, vhich was higher than the
volume forecast in the RFP, and connequantly EPA did not considor
poasible volune discounts associated with the increesed workloads,

EPA states that the " @ # & procedure for Cost Proposal Evaluation
vas atated erplicitly in the Evaluation Criteria esection of the RFP
and vas followed scrupulously.” In adaition, EPA reports that the two
proposals were also svaluated on the baais of;

(1) tho workload exceeding the stated R¥2 wolu.as ty a
factor of two; and

(2) the workload buing 2ess than the stated KFP
yolumes by a factor of two,

In all cases, ITA determined that " & @ & OSI was comeidrrably lowe»
than BC3 in total coats over the life of the syatem,"
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"NV purthermore, XFA reports that both proposals wexyl sivmluated for
an identical vorkload for a 30-month period and that 4his wnlunuon
Gemonatrated that OSI maintained an advants,e in “"thru put."” IPA

also states t'at it consjders " % # # {5 fmHrecast volines appropriate
and fuitable for the purposes stated # # #,% put that " # # # ;everw
theluas as part of the cost evaluation, wrution in voltne checks
vae purtomtd # % ¥ yhich are 1nu1univa of ths BCS 'cwrrent.' workloed
variations." Those checks shrwed a greater price advantage in favor of
081"y proposal., ‘

Leotly, EPA states that both proposals were thoroughly evalunted
in uccordama with the terms of the KFP, that BC3 did have a amall
sdvantage in the technical sgcoriag (1052.6 to 059,4) and that. rince the
tethnical scoring was so alose, price becamn the overriding nlejent in
the avard, Bince EPA determined that, in torms of coat, Q05X 'Nea
superior ever the rangs of workload volunes fxyoa two times to one-halfg
the volumes stated in the KFP, award vas mads to 0SI.

We have exomiiied the technical and cost evalutions of both proposals
cod find no basis for ouxr 0ffice to conclude that such evaluations ard
! 42indings were either contrary to the RFP or prejudicial to your fimm,

Acoordingly, it is owr conclusion that the award to 09I should
not ba disturbad and your protest is therefore denied,

Bincerely yours,

Paul G, Deabling

For tha Comptroller General
of the United Gtates





